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M ost romanticists arc wcll- 
vcrscd in the talcs and ideals 
of King Arthur's court, that 

fabled and still sparkling Utopia known 
as Camclot. It doesn't seem to matter 
that the historical Arthur was simply a 
Celtic warlord whose great military skill 
was conspicuous in the midst of chaotic 
5th century Norman Kngland. Legend 
ary Arthur survives: general, politician, 
lover, philosopher An extraordinary, 
man living in glamourlcss times. Also 
legendary is his Round Table, one of 
the first attempts at team management 
in recorded history.

As old as Camelot is. so too is team 
management; and we still haven't 
worked out the bugs Those in educa 
tional administration should heed the 
lessons Arthur painfully learned too 
late, when his downfall was assured.

Most of the blame for the decline of 
Camelot lies correctly at Arthur's feet. 
The decisions he made, those he didn't, 
and those he trusted to others were 
crucial in the determination of Camc- 
lot's evolution

Medieval Kngland was characterized 
by upheaval. Literally hundreds of feu 
dal lords, who lay claim to tiny fief- 
doms, raped the resources of their do 
mains. They survived through and 
despite conflict. Their subjects fared not 
so well.

Consider, in parallel, a large subur 
ban school district, where principals 
supervise their buildings without central 
office checks and balances, and in 
which so-called central administrators 
fail to coordinate their operations with 
lateral managers The picture is an ad 
ministrative nightmare. Such chaos is 
not atypical of many educational orga 
nizations; further, the disarray defeats 
cost-effectiveness.

The Round Table
King Arthur conceived the Round Ta 
ble to solve a great problem: how to 
draw upon the strengths of the smaller 
warlords for the benefit of the people 
they ruled. If the feudal lords were 
uncooperative in this venture, he could 
simply eliminate them Arthur believed 
that once lie had his knights at the Table 
everything else would follow.

A contemporary superintendent 
might easily adopt Arthur's reasoning by 
introducing the attractive and expedi 
tions concept of team management. 
The reorganization involved can at once 
be a cosmetic peace offering to those

who feel the shape-up most, and a tidy 
little package to present to the board of 
education. Team management appears 
to present one (if not t he) i rresistible 
cure-all for the generally stagnant ills of 
educational administration. And,   on 
paper at least, the superintendent can 
prove that cooperation and coordination 
exist.

But why should the troops cooperate? 
Has the "new order" developed from 
within? Possibly, but not likely, since 
our superintendent probably hand- 
picked at least some of the cabinet 
administrators to ensure success of the 
planned reorganization. Yet even with 
an established cabinet, those at the top 
will be willing to give their allegiance to 
the super. Some call that loyalty. The 
cynical view would be expediency and 
opportunism. A moderate view might 
be a combination of both.

Arthur, too, had his cabinet: friends 
and family whose power was an exten 
sion of his own; Lancelot is the most 
famous. (One might refer to them as the 
inner circle of the Round Table.) Sur 
rounded by his followers, and secure in 
his personal power, Arthur miscalculat 
ed the importance of loyalty from the 
outer fringes of his Round Table.

Similarly, superintendents whose top 
managers arc cither beholden to them 
for their positions or who are still seek 
ing their own level within the adminis 
tration might lose sight of the resent 
ment of the old guard. A recurring 
Achilles heel.

But here it is: team management  
and already flawed, at that. A definition 
of the concept is due.  • Team manage 
ment entails the kind of group informa 
tion exchange that theoretically leads to 
consensus decision making. In addition 
to the obvious troop mollification bene 
fits that emerge from such collabora 
tion, the refined decisions themselves 
should favorably affect the whole field of 
governance.

Team management also implies dif 
ferentiated staffing that is, specialists 
whose work is not duplicated elsewhere; 
and it suggests that individuals assume 
almost total responsibility for their sec 
tors. In its totality, team management is 
a double-edged sword: high-level per 
formance and accountability arc de 
manded in return for free reign in one's 
jurisdiction. Cabinet administrators will 
tend to react to their departmental free 
dom as though they have a sacred mis 
sion. They arc eager to earn out the

superintendent's will. But given carte 
blanche they are threatening figures  
big gtins to the rest of the manage 
ment team.

Question: What happens to the team? 
Answer: The "team" will work in com 
mittee fashion to develop programs and 
policies to benefit the entire organiza 
tion. The accountability of individual 
administrators will be judged not by the 
team but by a superior, through evalua 
tion. At least, one hopes so. ...

In any reorganization, the most im 
mediate changes are procedural. Ac 
tion any action must be visible. 
Such changes usually generate a lot of 
paper. Lower administrators arc likely to 
view their daily interoffice mail with 
dread: what new directives will have 
been dreamed up overnight? The great 
est danger is the likelihood that top 
managers will step on each other's rocs 
in their haste to make progress. There 
arc bound to be misreadings of intent 
and unplanned breaches of tcrritorialiry. 
And when the contradictions are overtly 
displayed on paper, no one misses 
them, least of all those who resented the 
initial reorganization. They need only 
sit back watchfully until the smoke 
clears.

The key to sunning these growing 
pains lies in the hands of the superinten 
dent, who must exercise control over 
inter-territorial squabbles. Any abdica 
tion of that responsibility may irrevers 
ibly erode the superintendent's power. It 
is too soon to trust the infant team 
management system to solve its own 
problems. Matrix management which 
refers disputing administrators to each 
other, bypassing the superintendents 
jurisprudence is a system requiring 
managerial maturity: in the fetal stages 
of team management, the only probable 
"given" may be instability.

Misunderstandings that go unre 
solved only fester. Among those whose 
systemic power approaches the absolute, 
these conflicts are timebombs. Tlic pop 
ular misconception that the team con 
cept hampers individual power is a shal 
low scc-it-on-papcr view. The team 
applies to the gcstalt of the organization, 
not to individual small-segment deci 
sion making. And. unfortunately, it is 
the day-to-day building decisions that 
operate schools. If decisions are not 
subject to supcmsory review at some 
point, then all the cosmetic palaver at 
the conference table won't make an 
appreciable difference in the classroom.
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Life at Court
Obviously, what's under discussion here 
is tnist. Getting hack to Camclot, Ar 
thur had four stepbrothers who were all 
territorial lords and members of the 
Round Table. But the half brothers 
resented Arthur because his father had 
slain their father. Despite Arthur's de 
termination to let bygones be bygones. 
the bitterness remained.

Another parallel: in the new team 
management organization, at least some 
of the "old" administrators will be wel 
comed because the new superintendent 
needs them. They, however, may not 
trust the superintendent. Some of their 
peers may have fallen beneath his or her 
axe in the reorganization. Are they 
next? The wariness simmers just below 
the surface.

It is only natural that the superinten 
dent will trust those managers he or she- 
lias personally hired. In turn, that inner 
circle will tend quite naturally to ostra 
cize those who are not the chosen few. 
Taken to its next logical step, a cabinet 
member (of the inner circle! who makes 
a mistake is likely to lose the trust of his 
or her peers. Outwardly, they will band 
together to protect the stray sheep and 
the "team"; behind closed doors, they 
will abandon the offender. No one cares 
to be tainted by the errors of another. 
Indeed, the superintendent, who has 
staked his administrative prowess on 
these people, will consider the offender, 
in effect, a traitor. In the not-so-distant 
future, the superintendent will he will 
ing to sacrifice that individual in order 
to preserve his or her own image.

After the first flaw in utopia has been 
exposed, top managers will be very care 
ful to note cracks in each other's ve 
neers. In dealing as closely together in 
central office as the team management 
concept demands, this is natural and 
inevitable. The driving motivation, after 
all, is power, and entrenchment in it.

Stepping back to review at this point, 
a pessimistic observer will say that team 
management is doomed from the start. 
Indeed, that is the message. Team man 
agement is ideal in concept; in opera 
tion, the human personality weighs too 
heavily to allow its sustenance. Unless 
vigilantly controlled, it stands the risk of 
quick collapse.

Those in a position to make it work 
generally have risen not through team 
management but through conventional 
ambition (team management being a

fairly recent fad in contemporary educa 
tion). That ambition surfaces naturally, 
for example, through outside influences 
that affect the system. Because the su 
perintendent and the cabinet arc spe 
cialists, they each will be called on at 
some point to "show their stuff." Very 
likely, they will do so easily. Among 
peers, competition is strongest; the urge 
to out-do arises. Some grow more pow 
erful than others. Seeds of doubt can be 
planted in the superintendent's head 
about one or more of these people, by 
one or more of them. After a few 
months, personalities will be defined; 
natural friendships emerge. Allegiances 
follow. Don't forget, too, board of edu 
cation members have administrative fa 
vorites.

The superintendent's partisans will be 
there by virtue of their carefully nur 
tured power bases. And, within this 
group of decision makers, there may 
well be an appreciable lack of elbow 
room. Stated plainly, there simply may 
not be enough space at the top for all of 
this high-powered management. It must 
be remembered that these arc the cream 
of the cream, persons who have faced 
the competition of high-level peers and 
have proven themselves. They have- 
high everything: high energy, high abili 
ty, high motivation, high sensitivity to 
political machinations. That power is 
not easily harnessed in any situation. In 
a team management system with only 
matrix checks it is almost impossible 
to control.

Arthur experienced the same kind of 
problem. Lancelot was his right-hand 
man; Guinevere was just as powerful in 
her way. The stepbrothers were a formi 
dable wedge. Arthur found himself 
watching his top people over his shoul 
der, when he had planned that those 
energies would be directed toward the- 
total organization.

Unless the superintendent can exer 
cise a bit of dictatorial supervision and 
early on in the infant organization the 
system won't work. If, like Arthur, the 
superintendent becomes structurally 
and morally bound to matrix manage 
ment and therefore noninterference, 
checks and balances will not exist, and 
team management may be lost.

Right and Might
The heroic Arthur was a soldier. As 
such, he believed that force could he 
channelled for the greater success of his

political structure, and ultimately for 
the greater good of the people it gov 
erned. In his terms. Might could he- 
used to promote Right. This was the 
basis for the development of the Gode of 
Chivalry. The gory jousts and chal 
lenges fought by the knights all were 
performed in the spirit of defending the- 
weak. In actuality, Arthur allowed his 
knights to wield the same kind of brutal 
force over their subjects as they had 
before Game-lot. Arthur let them vent, 
in other words; the catch was they could 
do so only in prescribed circumstances.

Right by Might is an unsuccessful 
recurring theme in world history. Un 
successful, because the concept is fun 
damentally unsound; Arthur himself 
proved it. Several facts eventually he- 
came clear to the king. I' irst, the knights 
had accepted team management be 
cause it gave them freedom to direct 
their own territories. However they had 
never accepted the flip side: that they 
would be expected to give their alle 
giance to Camclot.

Second, Arthur knew his power had 
been siphoned off by those cabinet 
members who were upwardly motivat 
ed. That was his crucial mistake; lied 
culled every possible means to achieve 
his objectives, but he d failed to monitor 
the system when supervision was most 
needed. He'd shunned interference in 
power plays until they were beyond 
interference.

From both of these, point three: By 
the time Arthur exerted his right as 
leader of the system, some of that power 
had eroded; Arthur's dream was in dan 
ger of collapse.

Arthur believed in the goodness and 
integrity of the Ganielot/team manage 
ment concept. Arthur was team man 
agement. Threats to it were direct 
threats to him. Arthur the soldier re 
sponded with self-defense; Arthur the- 
human being pushed back (might for 
right) in the areas where his power still 
mattered above all else. Those areas, 
naturally, were further down in the 
power structure.

Arthur's greatest inconsistency in 
volved Lancelot and Guinevere. When 
Arthur discovered their affair, his duty 
was clear: he must expose the pair as 
traitors. Instead, he looked the other 
way since exposure of the lovers would 
ultimately destroy Game-lot. The kings 
lack of action served only to cause great 
er distrust and paranoia among his
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kniglits. If he was unwilling to act in 
that matter, but all too quick to interfere 
in some of their affairs, then he could 
not hi, trusted. The Round Table was 
gone.

Is Chivalry Dead?
As is the way in any political sphere, life 
goes on while Machiavellian figures bat 
tle in the inner sancta. In the begin 
ning, Camelot worked. So docs con 
temporary team management. We've 
already acknowledged procedural reno 
vations in a new organization. Inevita 
bly, some of them will be more func 
tional than the ones they replace, and a 
new progress becomes apparent. Cabi 
net members talents will be manifest in 
the outwardly smooth running of the 
administrative system.

However, time has a way of creating 
new wrinkles, and flaws become magni 
fied by those who initially were in the 
vanguard of the reorgani/ation. As team 
camaraderie decays, so too does the 
importance of the achievements at 
stake. What worked in the beginning 
will not work now. Productivity has 
become the victim of the very system 
designed to nurture it The initial ad 
ministrative system lias eroded beyond 
its original form. Pure team manage 
ment has evolved away from Utopia.

The Holy Grail is lost again.

Conclusion
What occurred in Arthur's Camelot 
may occur in any given team manage 
ment organization. It is quite possibly 
evolutionary and, if so. unalterable. 
With proper supervision, however, a 
contemporary Round Table might last 
for two or perhaps three years. What 
Arthur found out, and what any admin 
istrator will discover, is this: team man 
agement is a Utopian administrative the 
ory that can be physically constructed 
and that will result in reactive produc 
tivity, but will not be stable enough to 
endure, at least not in its original form.

Team management requires a high 
degree of democracy, with a smidgeon 
of dictatorship thrown in. It is built on 
skill, trust, and individual responsibil 
ity highly subjective and highly un 
predictable qualities.

Team management is Catch-22. By 
virtue of its very philosophy which 
fosters initiative, ambition and conse 
quently, power it is susceptible to col 
lapse. Consider the executives who will

end up in the cabinet: as we noted 
before, they are highly motivated per 
sons who rose to that level not through 
team effort, but via their own talents arid 
ambitions. They might not have cut any 
throats on the way up, but generally 
they were upwardly motivated. The 
team management system gives these 
ambitious persons the power to contin 
ue that climb. It docs not incorporate 
enough safeguards to prevent power 
plays, unless strong evaluative proce 
dures arc also included.

Is the effort to create such a structure 
worth it, in view of the necessary money 
and upheaval? It could be. depending 
on the shape of the system currently in 
operation. If the aim is a quick, albeit 
cosmetic, facelift of the organization, 
then the immediate rewards will be 
elimination of deadvvood. pressure on 
remaining staff to either produce or be 
steamrolled. and a by-product of imme 
diate step-up in productivity. Initially, 
the group will fall into line.

Kven though the pure team manage 
ment system falls apart after awhile, it is 
not entirely a waste. New procedures 
will have been instituted; perhaps a 
degree of accountability will have been 
achieved indirectly. Managerial struc 
ture will be defined, at least on paper. 
As noted earlier, the Utopia will end, to 
be replaced by a system less dazzling but 
perhaps more permanent.

A theoretical Camelot could evolve 
into a more stable managerial system 
later on. 'Team management could 
evolve into a differentiated department 
administration. with accountability 
placed on the top managers. As long as 
the system is highly controlled, it paral 
lels what exists in most educational 
structures. At least in that setting, a 
watchful and diligent superintendent 
can interject influence when and where 
he or she chooses. The superintendent 
is not hampered by a system of gover 
nance that limits his or her supervisory 
duties. Accountability can be infused 
into the system; yet the superintendent s 
own authority can be protected.

King Arthur and a contemporary 
counterpart could easily quaff a few- 
grogs over team management war sto 
ries. Their ideology is not unworthy: it 
simply lacks permanence in real life. 
Nevertheless, the 1 500-year-old concept 
remains attractive. It will undoubtedly 
continue to snare sincere leaders in 
vears to come.EL

KRANZ . 
TALENT IDENTIFICATION 
INSTRUMENT

FINALLY! .

—a tool to train teachers so that 
their ability to identify gifted and 
talented is dramatically improved

— a tool that is cost effective, efficient, 
and still appraises every child in the class 
room

— a tool that addresses the unconven 
tional group of children from which to 
select candidates for gifted/talented pro- 
grains: the underachieves, minorities, the 
poor

— a tool that assists in curriculum plan 
ning and reveals talents about all children, 
not only the gifted

KRANZ TALENT IDENTIFICATION 
INSTRUMENT

is a three-stage procedure m which 
teachers are trained as raters A ll children 
are appraised before any selections are 
made. A screening committee then evalu 
ates the teacher ratings and pupil data in 
order to make the final selections for a 
gifted program

The KTII is an instrument which comoines 
objective and subjective data about a 
potential gifted candidate to build a multi- 
talented composite on each child Ample 
research is available to support the KTII ef 
fectiveness.
The entire class is rated on each of the 
following

— Visual Arts Talent
— Performing Arts Talent
— Creative Talent
— One-Sided Talent
— Academic Talent
— Leadership and Organizing Talent
— Psychomotor Talent
— Spatial and Abstract Thinking Talent
— Underachievement Talent
— Hidden Talent

Information available upon request: 

Phone: (218) 236-9338
KRANZ TALENT IDENTIFICATION INSTRUMENT
P.O.BOI61C
MoortiMd, Mlnmuto S6SCO
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